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1-1   Comment noted. 
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2-1 Comment noted 

2-3 Comment noted and text has been revised to 
indicate that although EPA does not currently have 
a specific approved oil and hazardous material 
incident response contingency plan in place for the 
San Juan River, Reclamation will prepare a 
response plan for the pipeline relocation project that 
meets EPA standards.  It should be noted that 
MAPCO has not yet made a final decision on the 
conversion of their 10-inch-diameter pipeline from 
NGL to carrying petroleum products.  Reclamation, 
however, built upon the Questar FEIS(BLM 2001) 
and included a spill analysis and related evaluations  

2-2 Comment noted.   Reclamation will continue to 
work closely with the Service on this issue. 
 



2-3 (Cont) in anticipation that a conversion could 
take place at some point in the future.  If MAPCO 
elects to move forward in the future to convert its 
line to another product, Reclamation would conduct 
appropriate environmental compliance prior to such 
conversion at Ridges Basin. 
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3-1 Comments noted.  The EA and the ALP FSEIS both 
analyzed the potential impacts of the proposed pipeline 
relocation project and related actions (i.e., relocation of 
County Road 211, the Greeley Pipeline, and the Tri-State 
Transmission Line).  The EA tiers from the previous 
analysis in the FSEIS, which included an assessment of 
cumulative impacts to health and safety of both humans 
and wildlife.  In addition, Reclamation has recognized that 
BLM has completed an FEIS on the Questar project (BLM 
2001) which included the potential conversion of the 
MAPCO NGL line to carry petroleum products in Ridges 
Basin.  MAPCO has not yet made a determination if this 
conversion will take place, or when.  However,  in 
anticipation that a conversion could take place at some 
point in the future, Reclamation completed a spill analysis 
and other evaluations to address the potential for the 
release of petroleum products in this EA.   If MAPCO 
elects to move forward in the future to convert its line to 
another product, Reclamation would conduct appropriate 
environmental compliance prior to such conversion at 
Ridges Basin. 
 
The cumulative effects of several related actions on the 
ALP Project were discussed in the FSEIS.  In addition, the 
potential conversion of the MAPCO pipeline, the related 
actions of relocation of CR 211, Greeley gas pipeline, and 
the Tri-State electric line, are addressed in Chapter 4 of the 
EA as related and cumulative actions, based on the 
information currently available.  Reclamation will conduct 
additional environmental compliance as appropriate. 
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4-1  Comment noted.  The FSEIS analyzed t
impacts to wildlife management corridors as
constructing and operating the ALP project,
pipeline relocation project, and extensive m
have been committed to by Reclamation to c
loss of wildlife habitat in these areas.  In add
activities associated with the pipeline reloca
timed in such a manner as to avoid critical w
further reduce the potential for impacts.

4-2   Comment noted and changes made in C
impacts will vary according to the vantage p
viewer.  Reclamation believes that the visua
pipeline scar on the terrain would be more s
viewer at Ridges Basin viewing the southern
northern route.  For viewers located in Wild
views of the northern route would be of grea
During construction of the northern route, v
would be greater from Wildcat Canyon than
vegetation has been reestablished.  To reduc
from Wildcat Canyon, the route has been se
maximum advantage of the terrain and natur
Further,  tree clearing, especially Ponderosa
limited in order to leave the greatest amount
possible. 

4-3  Comment noted.  The Area of Potential
surveyed for the pipeline relocation project 
wide.  The location of the pipeline within th
corridor will be sited to avoid the cultural re
identified in the EA.  Table 3-4 identifies se
involve rerouting of the pipeline.  If reroute 
cultural resources would be recovered from 
impacted as part of the cultural resources mi

4-4  Comment noted.  The selection of the p
was based on a measured review of all resou
balance, when reviewed in the overall conte
resource considerations that had to be taken
such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service�s
were highlighted in its October 2001 Planni
Memorandum, it was determined that the no
was the preferred route for the pipeline reloc
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Comment noted.   See response to (4) above. 
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4-7  Comment noted. Construction along the face of Basin 
Mountain would encounter steep slopes, including areas of 
instability and landslide potential.  Reclamation believes that the 
geologically hazardous conditions are significant on the southern 
route.

4-6  Comment noted.  Reclamation maintains that construction 
access to the southern route would be more difficult than to the 
northern route.  New roads would be required to Basin 
Mountain and along the right-of-way.  The southern route 
would be routed along the face of Basin Mountain to keep the 
right-of-way above the level of the future Ridges Basin 
Reservoir, and both construction and access on the steep slopes 
would be difficult.  In contrast, the northern route would have 
access from existing county roads and two-tracks, and is much 
easier and less disruptive. 

4-5  Comment noted.  In terms of total acreage impacted, you are 
correct.  However, the decision on selecting the northern route vs. 
the southern route was based on all environmental and 
engineering aspects of the two routes. 

4-8  Comment noted.   See response to (4) 
above. 
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5-1  The relocation of Country Road 211, the 
Greeley gas line, and the Tri-State electric 
transmission line have been evaluated as related 
actions in Reclamation�s EA because of marked 
differences between their implementation schedule 
and the Northwest/MAPCO implementation 
schedule.  The planning efforts for the relocation of 
CR 211 and the Tri-State line are not complete (see 
letters #8 and #10 in Attachment C).  When 
planning on these related features is further along, 
Reclamation will undertake appropriate NEPA 
compliance.  Until then Reclamation felt that 
including them as related features was appropriate 
and fulfilled NEPA. 

5-2  In preparing this EA, Reclamation used a 
�tiering� approach to develop the required NEPA 
analysis.  This approach has been used previously 
by Reclamation on various projects and has 
generally been accepted as an appropriate method 
when preparing an Environmental Assessment. 
Reclamation believes the EA provides sufficient 
background information from the ALP Project 2000 
FSEIS for each of the resource areas but if 
necessary, has supplemented the EA text with 
additional information from the FSEIS. 
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5-3  Comment noted.  Text has been revised. 

5-4  Comment noted; text has been revised. 
 

5-5  Comment noted; text has been revised. 
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6-1  Comment noted.  Inaccuracies in the citation 
have been corrected. 



7-1  Comment noted. 

1
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1 8-1  Comment noted; text has been revised. 
 

8-2  Comment noted; text has been revised. 
 

8-3  Comment noted; text has been revised. 
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9-1  Comments noted.  The EA includes a 
Biological Assessment (Attachment B), which 
addresses potential impacts to the bald eagle.  The 
closest wintering eagles are found along the Animas 
River, one to two miles east of the pipeline 
relocation project site.  At this distance, wintering 
bald eagles would not be affected by construction or 
operation of the proposed pipeline relocation 
project.  Further, the FWS has concluded that the 
ALP Project, as a whole, is not likely to jeopardize 
the continued existence of the bald eagle (FWS 
Final Biological Opinion for the ALP Project, June 
2002). 
 



10-1  Comment noted, and additional information 
added to the discussion of the CR 211 related 
action. 1





11-1  Thank you for your comment.  Reclamation 

will notify you for a site visit when pipeline 
construction begins. 1 



 
 


